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were. Over the last 5 years, State gov-
ernments were running with large sur-
pluses. In so doing, they spent more.
Now they are tightening their belts.
Sure. Some State governments are
worse off than others.

My State of Idaho is going to have to
make some very tough choices this
year between tax consideration and
cutting some programs, or reducing
some levels of increases. It will not be
easy. But one way to solve that prob-
lem is for the Federal Government to
write an even bigger check to the
State. There are areas where we can
help—areas where there is a Federal
mandate for a State response. We
ought to try to help some in that in-
stance. But, clearly, to simply write
them a check does not make a good
deal of sense. I see no way that it stim-
ulates the economy or that it solves
the kind of revenue problem the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma was talking
about. It does nothing to help us solve
a much larger problem of the kind with
which the President has proposed we
deal.

What I find fascinating is this class
warfare argument. And in what the
President has proposed, the first Bush
tax cut law in 2001, says the National
Tax Foundation, effectively eliminated
income tax for families of four earning
less than $35,000. That is simply the re-
ality. If enacted, the new Bush tax pro-
posal would eliminate 96 percent of the
current income tax bill for families of
four earning $40,000.

Those are not rich people. That is a
96-percent tax cut as a percentage of
tax liability on a family of four mak-
ing $40,000 a year.

What does the Daschle-Pelosi plan
do? To my knowledge, it doesn’t ad-
dress it.

Take a $50,000 family of four. That is
not a big income. My guess is probably
both mom and dad are working; that is,
almost both working at minimum
wage. What does it do for them? It re-
duces their tax on taxable money by 42
percent.

That is the Bush plan we are talking
about—not the Daschle-Pelosi plan.
That is a significant cut in lower mid-
dle income America.

What does it do for the rich, let’s say
a $200,000 income a year. That is a pret-
ty good income. You can live well at
that—buy a nice home, provide for
your children—not a great big home,
not a multimillion-dollar home but a
certain suburban-style home in which
middle-income Americans enjoy living.
Family of four, $200,000; tax cut, sig-
nificant, $3,000, or a percentage of total
liability, good, but it is only 9 percent
on $200,000. It was 96 percent on
$40,000—a significant difference there.

I say to my friends on the other side
of the aisle before the Daschle-Pelosi
tax plan rhetoric gets out in front of
its headlights, they ought to look at
the facts. These are the kinds of facts
that any of us will find important to
debate on the floor of this Senate.

I hope the Budget Committee recog-
nizes the process and that the Finance

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Committee stays as close as they can
to the Bush tax plan.

I think that is the kind of process
that turns this economy back on, that
puts people back to work, and that cre-
ates the kind of long-term economic
drive that the Reagan tax plan did in
the early 1980s. They said it created
great deficits. Deficits were created be-
cause Congress wouldn’t quit spending,
and wouldn’t hold its job in line and be
fiscally responsible. We have that job
to do here now. We are going to have to
tighten our belt to slow the deficit
process down. But, of course, I think at
the end of the year when we tally up
the proposed expenditures versus ac-
tual expenditures and when we get that
2004 budget out, the folks on the other
side who are talking now about class
warfare rhetoric will have proposed
tens of billions dollars more in spend-
ing. Why? Because of its political popu-
larity and not because it will have ac-
tually been spent.

Those are some of the realities we
are going to have to deal with here.

I am glad our President is bold—bold
in saying to the American people: I am
going to ask you to save more of what
you have. I am going to give you the
opportunity to keep more of what you
earn. I hope you will invest it. I hope
you will go out into the market and I
hope that you as consumers will help
turn this economy back on. That is
what is fundamentally important.

Lastly, as it comes to double tax-
ation of dividends, when you double
tax, you tax them at a rate of nearly 70
percent. That is a phenomenally high
rate. When you look at corporate in-
come tax versus a tax on dividends,
there are few companies paying divi-
dends today. And why are they keeping
large blocks of cash? Why do corporate
executives get into trouble going out
and buying companies they don’t know
how to run or don’t fit the culture of
the company they are currently oper-
ating? It is because they have big buck-
ets of cash which they are not moving
through to their stockholders. One of
the real important reasons they are
not moving it through is the double
taxation environment.

When we talk about that particular
part of the Tax Code being changed,
what we are also talking about is cor-
porate reform along with tax reform. I
see nothing wrong with that. I see
nothing wrong with those who save and
invest and our seniors in America get-
ting a large portion of their income
from dividends being strengthened by
that very reality.

I think the tax package that has been
presented by our President is bold, yes,
but balanced. As I have shown you with
some of the figures that exist today
coming from the Tax Foundation, it
really goes at lower middle income
America. When you can say to a family
of four earning $40,000 a year that we
are going to reduce your taxable liabil-
ity by 96 percent, friends on the other
side, that is not the wealthy. That is
working-class Americans. When you
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say to a family of four earning $50,000 a
year that we are going to reduce your
taxable liability by 42 percent, friends
on the other side, those folks aren’t
rich unless you define ‘‘rich” much dif-
ferently than the people of my State
do. That is called responsibility in
helping lower- to middle-income Amer-
icans keep more of their hard-earned
dollars for the purpose of providing for
themselves, for their families, and for
the pursuit of the American dream.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, are we
in a period of morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 25 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
THE AMERICAN ECONOMIC ENGINE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, there
has been a generous amount of discus-
sion this morning about the plan to put
the economy back on track. I have
been interested in listening to it. Some
of it is interesting, some informative,
some entertaining, some fiction, some
right at the bull’s-eye of the target. So
it is interesting to try to sort it all
out.

Let me give some of my perspective
on it, if I might.

First, we had a colleague on the floor say-
ing today, quite properly: The Federal Gov-
ernment does not create jobs. So if someone
is saying somehow the Federal Government
can create jobs, they are misinformed. It is
not the Federal Government that creates
jobs.

Well, that is true. It is the case that
the Federal Government is not going to
create 100,000 jobs next month. In a
growing economy, jobs will be created
by entrepreneurs, by people with cap-
ital, who take risks, who hire people,
who rent the space, have the idea, cre-
ate the product, and go market it. That
is who creates the jobs. There is no
question about that.

But it is also the case that the Fed-
eral Government creates the conditions
under which an entrepreneur, someone
with an idea, someone with the notion
to build a manufacturing plant some-
where, can succeed. Because if we do
not have a fiscal policy that helps cre-
ate economic growth and expansion
and opportunity, there will not be new
opportunities for the people with the
ideas on what we ought to do to expand
and build.

I find it interesting that the only dis-
cussion we ever hear about on the floor
of the Senate is the good deeds of those
who invest the capital in this country.
My hat is off to them. This country
cannot work without investment. This
economic engine cannot work without
capitalism and risk takers. No question
about that.



S324

But understand something else. This
economy does not work without the
American worker either. And that ele-
ment of what makes this economy
work ought not to be ignored on the
floor of the Senate, as it is every single
time some of my colleagues come to
talk about the magic ingredients that
make this economic engine the wonder
of the world.

There is a hero of mine who I have
spoken about on the floor of the Senate
once previously. A few years ago, a
man named Robert Naegele sold his
business in Minnesota. Mr. Naegele was
President of a business that created
rollerblades.

All of us know what rollerblades are
these days. They are in-line skates.
When many of us were little children,
and we rollerskated, there were four
little wheels on the bottom of four
shoes and we just had a devil of a time
standing up, in most cases. But in re-
cent years, those four little wheels
were replaced by in-line wheels on
something called rollerblades created
by the Rollerblades Company.

I happen to rollerblade. I have a pair
of rollerblades, and I like to rollerblade
with my son and daughter. They are a
whole lot better at it than I am. I like
rollerblades, S0 I know about
rollerblades.

The man who was President of that
company decided to sell that company.
When he sold that company, he made
millions and millions and millions of
dollars because that company had been
enormously successful. I want to tell
you what he did.

Without telling anyone, the employ-
ees of that company, come Christmas
time, began to get Christmas cards
from Robert Naegele and his wife, and
with each Christmas card was a check.
One employee who worked there 11
years got a check for $21,000. Robert
Naegele and his wife said—and they
had 280 employees in that company—
with a note, along with a Christmas
card: I sold this company, and I made a
lot of money. But I want you to under-
stand that the company would not have
been a great company, and would not
possibly have grown to what it was,
without your dedication and hard
work. I want to give you something
back for what you did for the company.

And there it was: For an employee
who had been there 11 years, there was
a check for $21,000. And they said: Oh,
by the way, I have already prepaid the
income taxes on it for you.

When I read about that in the news-
paper, I called Mr. Naegele, and I said:
What a wonderful thing for you to do.
He said: No, it was not wonderful. It
was an understanding I had that, yes, I
contributed to the success of that com-
pany, but that company would not
have been a company without the men
and women who worked on the line and
who made that company successful as
well.

I tell that story only to make sure
everyone in this Chamber understands
this is not a one-way street, this notion
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of what makes an American economic
engine unique and what makes it work.
It is not just those who invest the cap-
ital. It is those who invest the capital,
yes, but not just them. It is the labor
force that is remarkable in this world.
To believe that workers are expendable
tools, like a pair of pliers or a screw-
driver you throw away when you don’t
need them, is, in my judgment, to
begin dismantling this economic en-
gine of ours. There are some companies
that have done that, at their risk and
at their peril.

My only point is that it takes all of
us to make this work. It takes good
government policy. It takes entre-
preneurs, risk takers and investors. It
takes skilled laborers, managers and
engineers. It takes all of us to make
this American economy work.

I get a little tired sometimes of hear-
ing people say: No, no. There is only
one element that makes it work; that
is the people at the top who make the
investments. They say: So, therefore,
when we talk about tax cuts, let’s re-
ward those at the top. Let’s just pour it
into the top, and somehow—in the clas-
sic notion of tired politics—it will
trickle down and help everyone.

I had a fellow from North Dakota
once who wrote to me and said: I read
about all this trickle-down stuff. He
said: I haven’t even gotten damp yet,
and I have been waiting a long time.

The fact is, this is not just trickle
down or percolate up; it is thinking
smart about what makes this economy
work. But most of what I hear on the
floor of the Senate about these issues
is pretty tiring. Most of it implies
there is a ship of state, and in this ship
of state there is an engine room, and in
the engine room there are dials and
knobs, gauges and levers. And if we can
just adjust them all just right, through
our infinite wisdom—the wisdom of Mr.
Greenspan and the Congress and the
Treasury Secretary—somehow the ship
of state will just move right on for-
ward.

The fact is, those gauges, dials,
knobs, and levers in the engine room of
this ship have very little to do with
what happens to this economy. Almost
exclusively, what happens to the Amer-
ican economy has to do with the con-
fidence of the American people. Do
they think tomorrow is going to be
better? Are they confident about the
future? Because if they are, they will
do things that manifest that con-
fidence. They will build a house, buy a
car, take a trip, make a purchase—the
kinds of things that cause the expan-
sion-side of the business cycle. If they
are not confident, they do exactly the
opposite. They defer the purchase,
don’t take that trip, don’t buy the car,
don’t buy the house, and the economy
contracts. This is all about confidence.

The question I have is this: What
kind of confidence can the American
people have in this economy if all we
do on the floor of the Senate, and if all
we do from the megaphone at the
White House, is say: Do you know what
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our fiscal policy is? More and more and
more tax cuts, notwithstanding defi-
cits, because we don’t care about defi-
cits.

One year and three-quarters ago, we
had a debate on the floor of this Sen-
ate. And the President said: Let’s cut
taxes $1.7 trillion because we have sur-
pluses as far as the eye can see. And
this is money that belongs to the peo-
ple. Let them keep it.

Some of us said: Yes, let’s have a tax
cut, but let’s be a little more conserv-
ative. What if something happens?
What if the economy runs into a ditch?
What if something unusual happens
and these surpluses don’t develop?

The President had his way. We passed
the tax cut, and within a matter of
months, in March 2001, the recession
began. On September 11, we had a dev-
astating terror attack which cut a hole
in the belly of the economy. Then we
began a war on terrorism which cost a
lot of money. Then we have the Iraq
problem which costs a lot of money and
probably will cost a great deal more.
Then we had corporate scandals, maybe
unprecedented in the history of this
country, that shook the confidence of
the American people. The huge budget
surpluses have turned into large budget
deficits, and very quickly.

What is the solution to that? What is
the solution to restore the confidence
of the American people in their future?
More tax cuts, the President says;
more tax cuts, some of my colleagues
say. Who will get those tax cuts? Well,
the President. According to something
in the Washington Post yesterday, the
people have computed the President
will get a $44,500 tax cut per year. What
will the corporal get who is going to
central Asia today? What about the
private loading up on a C-5 being sent
overseas? How much will they get?

The fact is, we have an economy in
trouble. The solution for the trouble
this economy is in is not to exacerbate
the Federal budget deficit and drive it
sky high.

The easiest thing in the world is to
come to the floor and say: I am for tax
cuts.

Let me say, before anybody else does,
if you are for tax cuts, my preference
would be that no one would have to
bear the burden of a tax. Wouldn’t that
be wonderful? You can’t ‘“‘out tax cut”
me. That is my preference. I support no
taxes, except I believe there are certain
things we ought to do for people in this
country.

For kids, some young kid going into
a Head Start program today has a
name. It is John or Carolyn or Robert
or Martha. That young little kid comes
from a family in a difficult situation.
So we put together a Head Start pro-
gram to nurture and enrich and help
that young child. Is that worth doing?
You are darn right it is. It is investing
in that kid. It is worth doing for that
child. It saves us money. If I believe we
should do that—and I do—then I say we
will have to levy a tax to pay for that.

When we decide we will have to in-
crease defense spending by $45 billion
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in this fiscal year, as the President rec-
ommended and as Congress agreed, I
say we have to pay for that. Or should
we perhaps have our children pay for it
and say: Not us, we don’t want to pay
for it; we do want to spend it, but we
don’t want to pay for it?

We send qualified teachers into the
classroom and say: We want you to im-
plement a new program called Leave
No Child Behind, but we don’t want to
pay for it. We want to impose this new
program which we promised to pay for,
but instead, we want tax cuts and
refuse to pay for the program.

My point is, we have to make
choices. My choice is that, yes, we
should have a tax cut. It ought to be a
short-term, 1-year stimulus to try to
put the economy back on track. I don’t
believe we ought to at this point make
the same mistake we did in the last
Congress and say, let’s have a $670 bil-
lion tax cut over 10 years, the bulk of
which will go to people at the top of
the income ladder.

When my colleague says, all of these
senior citizens are really going to do
well because they get all these divi-
dends—nonsense. You know what is
happening with dividends. Very few
people have much in dividends except
the people at the very top of the in-
come ladder. In fact, most dividends
are not double taxed. A substantial
amount of retained earnings is never
paid out in dividends. A substantial
portion of that which is paid out in
dividends to older folks goes into a
401(k) plan. There is no tax on those
dividends.

It seems to me if we will do what we
ought to do on fiscal policy, let’s an-
swer the question, What will give peo-
ple confidence about the future? What
kinds of policies can we embark upon?
Not Republican or Democratic policies;
I don’t think either side has a lock on
wisdom. What can we do that says to
the American people: We are serious
about a couple things: One, we are seri-
ous about paying for that which we in-
tend to spend for health care, edu-
cation, defense, homeland security, and
more; we are serious about deciding
who will pay for that which we are to
spend; second, we are serious about
policies that will stimulate the eco-
nomic growth of this country, to say to
people, we believe in the future and
you should, too?

We want you to understand that the
policies we put in place will be judged
by everyone—by the stock market, the
bond market, the people who are going
to invest, people who run businesses on
Main Street. We are not going to throw
a bunch of money at it and say, we
don’t care about the deficit. We are
going to have tax cuts, and we will do
it in a 1l-year economic growth plan,
and we will do it in a way that makes
the most sense.

If it were up to me, we would do a re-
bate to people who pay income taxes
and payroll taxes. And, incidentally,
that is one other issue. Everyone who
comes to the floor and has a burr under
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their saddle about this issue says: The
only taxes people pay are income taxes.
At least that is the only tax they will
talk about. That is rubbish. The fact is,
a whole lot of folks pay more in payroll
taxes than they do in income taxes. Ev-
erybody who has a job, from the min-
imum wage up, pays a payroll tax. You
can’t get out of it. You have to pay a
payroll tax. Three-quarters of working
families pay more in payroll taxes than
they do in income taxes.

Whenever someone talks about tax
relief, they only want to talk about
taxpayers, meaning those who pay in-
come taxes. What about talking about
all taxpayers?

My belief is we ought to provide a tax
rebate. I would propose $500 for individ-
uals, $1,000 for couples. I would also
propose something that stimulates the
investment side, an investment tax
credit targeted to capital goods and
equipment. I would do this on a 1l-year
basis to help put the economy back on
track. And then if it grows, if it creates
the new jobs and produces the new rev-
enue, we can provide additional tax
cuts. But you cannot provide tax cuts
with borrowed money. You cannot in-
spire confidence in the American peo-
ple if you are saying to them: We will
borrow additional money in order to
provide these additional tax cuts, and
we will borrow the money so that your
children pay the burden of it, and we
will provide the tax cuts, the bulk of
which will go to the top end of the in-
come level. That simply makes no
sense.

There has been a lot of discussion
about class warfare. Frankly, I don’t
think class warfare is something that
is worth our time. I don’t think it is
reasonable to do it. But class warfare
can be committed in several different
ways.

If I say, I would like to provide a tax
cut only to those Americans who earn
more than $1 million a year—I don’t
believe this, but let me propose it hy-
pothetically—because, frankly, it is my
impression, speaking in the vernacular,
that those are the people who con-
tribute most to our country and, there-
fore, let’s only provide tax cuts to peo-
ple earning over $1 million a year, I
happen to think that is a proposal that
just reeks of class warfare.

So who commits class warfare? The
people who come out here and say to
me: You say that tax cuts should only
go to people who make more than $1
million a year because you believe they
are the real producers in our country.
Are you nuts? They would say: Are you
nuts? What about the working people
out here who deserve tax cuts as well?

So when they come out and criticize
that, are they committed to class war-
fare? Is that what it is about?

That is what is happening. Someone
proposes a tax cut that is fundamen-
tally unfair, and then, the minute you
complain about it, they say: Class war-
fare. Shame on you.

The fact is, we have plenty of wis-
dom, plenty of knowledge in this
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Chamber from all corners to put to-
gether a sensible, thoughtful plan that
would give the American people hope
that we know what we are doing.

The easiest approach by far, the sim-
plest approach by far, which is fun-
damentally wrong, is to stand up in
every corner of the Chamber and say,
the deficit be damned. It doesn’t mean
a thing. Our policy is singular. It is to
provide more and more and more tax
cuts. And then what we will do is cut
domestic discretionary programs on
education, health care, Head Start,
kindergarten, kids, and so on. And
when somebody comes to the floor and
says, maybe we should just make the
priorities a bit different and continue
to invest in these kids who walk into
Head Start centers because it is a great
thing to do, then someone can come to
the floor and say: Big spenders. We
want to give the money back, and you
want to spend it.

I had the CEO of one of the country’s
largest companies come to see me last
week. He came to me about something
completely unrelated to fiscal policy,
but as he was leaving, he said: One
more thing I want to mention. Mr. Sen-
ator, I don’t need a tax cut. I make a
great deal of money. If I get a tax cut,
I don’t have the foggiest idea what I
would spend it on. I guess I would just
save it. He said, ‘“You should know
that I am not asking for a tax cut from
you and I don’t need one.” I said, ‘“You
will go down in the annals of history in
my service in Congress as one of the
few people who has ever told me you
don’t need a tax cut. Good for you.”

I think most Americans would love
to have the burden of taxes removed
from their shoulders. If there is a sen-
sible way to do it, let’s do it. But let us
not decide to borrow money and saddle
our children with increased debt in
order to give a tax cut to that execu-
tive who told me he didn’t want one
and didn’t need one. So what I would
like to see us do is take a look at the
President’s plan. He wants to have a 10-
year, $670 billion tax cut on the heels of
a $1.7 trillion tax cut, while now star-
ing deficits right square in the face for
years and years to come. I would like
us to say, look, this doesn’t make
sense. As one of the senior White House
people was quoted in the Washington
Post saying, this is a political docu-
ment. What I would like to say to the
President and to Mr. Rove and others
is this is about people getting laid off,
people going home at night saying I
have lost my job, telling their family
they don’t have a job any longer.

How do you put the economy back on
track to create new jobs? This is about
restoring and creating confidence in
the American people about the future.
The way we will do that, in my judg-
ment, is not to have one side or the
other say it is my way or the highway.
I think the way to do that is to have
the thoughtful people in the Chamber
sit down together and decide the prin-
ciples by which we ought to embark on
this journey. One, let’s not blow a hole
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in the Federal deficit. That ought to be
a principle. Two, it ought to work to
try to expand the economy and create
more confidence in the American peo-
ple. Three, it ought to be fair. Four, it
ought to be temporary. We ought not
to make the mistake we made in the
last Congress of laying something in
law, in the process here that lasts 10
years, when we know if we were con-
fronting the choice we confronted a
year and three quarters ago, knowing
we are going to have a recession, the
September 11 terrorist attack, a war on
terror, unprecedented corporate scan-
dals, and a technology bubble burst—
and, by the way, do you want to con-
tinue to do this, because if you do, sur-
pluses will turn to deficits, we know
the Senate would not make the same
decision they made then.

Let us not make the same mistake.
My feeling is let’s have a tax cut to try
to put the economy back on track, but
let’s make it temporary and get the
best of the ideas that exist here. Let’s
do it not with a mind to what the good
politics might be, but with the mind of
what is the sound economic principle
by which we try to jump-start this
economy.

One final point. It is interesting to
me that we have people trying to say,
well, I don’t know, Jimmy Carter is at
fault, or Bill Clinton, or Calvin Coo-
lidge, or whoever is at fault for what-
ever they are talking about. In fact, we
have a business cycle and it has con-
tractions and expansions. Those move-
ments are influenced by what people
perceive to be their sound or unsound
fiscal policy. The plain fact is, you can-
not, in my judgment, come to this
town and say here is my plan and here
is what it will produce, and then when
it doesn’t produce it, say, by the way,
I had nothing to do with it. We can do
better than that—Republicans and
Democrats contributing the best that
is available on both sides. We can, in a
principled way, with temporary relief,
put the economy back on track. I think
ultimately by doing that, we can re-
lieve the burden on the taxpayers’
shoulders. But, unfortunately, what is
being proposed these days is something
that will add the burden on our chil-
dren of additional taxes in the years
ahead, who will be required to pay off
the deficits as a result of a fiscal policy
that doesn’t work.

So I think we are making some
progress, because for months every-
body was saying the economy is doing
fine, thank you. But we understand it
is not. The question is, what do we do
together to make this work? We will
have that debate in an extended way in
the months ahead. I know my col-
league—I should say a word about Sen-
ator GRASSLEY, who is on the floor. He
and I perhaps agree on some things and
disagree on others. I must say we have
worked on a lot of things together, es-
pecially in agriculture. When 1 say we
ought to get the best everybody has in
the Senate, I have great respect for
Senator GRASSLEY’s abilities in these
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areas. While we may disagree and a de-
bate might break out, look, the Amer-
ican people are best served by debate.
In the Washington Post one day, a fel-
low was talking about a dispute be-
tween Republicans and Democrats and
he lamented. He said this thing has de-
generated into a debate about prin-
ciple. I thought, well, I sure hope so. I
hope that is the case. That is why I
came here. So there is room for us to
have disagreements from time to time.

But let me say that, as we do, I have
great respect for those who have strong
feelings on the other side, and through
aggressive debate we will produce
something I think wholesome and
healthy for the American economy and
the American people.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, is it
my understanding we have about 9
minutes left on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous
consent to have 3 minutes added to
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
THE ECONOMY

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
have listened to a lot of debate yester-
day and today on these subjects about
the economy and about tax bills and
things such as that. I want to address
the tax bill as well. I think it is very
legitimate for people to raise concerns
about the deficit because I think a def-
icit is part of a measure of whether or
not there is fiscal responsibility in
Government. It is obviously not the
only measure because you cannot have
deficits and maybe still be fiscally irre-
sponsible. I would like to hear from my
colleagues who are concerned about
deficits when they express these at
times when we are talking about tax
cuts. I have not seen that same concern
about deficits when they want to spend
more money. I think we ought to de-
mand a certain amount of consistency
from people who are worried about
deficits; that they are equally con-
cerned about them at the time we
might be cutting taxes as well as when
we are spending money. I bet before a
week is out there will be—from the
very same people who are concerned
about tax cuts being too much right
now and raising the deficit—dozens of
amendments offered to spend more
money on the appropriation bills for
2003.

There is another thing I would like
to make some comment on, because I
have heard several members, particu-
larly on the other side of the aisle,
make reference to the fact that certain
wealthy people have said they don’t
need tax cuts. Don’t cut my taxes; I
don’t need the tax cut. I think it is
very altruistic for people to say those
things and probably mean them. But
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one of the things I hope we will con-
sider as we are working at cutting
taxes—particularly marginal tax
rates—deals with the issue of whether
or not you are a corporate executive of
a Fortune 500-type company that says
you don’t need it because that indi-
vidual might say he doesn’t need a tax
cut, as opposed to 80 percent of the
benefits from the tax cuts, cutting the
marginal tax rates from 39.8, 2 years
ago, eventually down to 35 percent—=85
percent of those benefits go to small
business.

It happens that small business is a
class of people that create about 80 per-
cent of the jobs in America. A lot of
small business people regularly are in-
vesting in their own business to create
more jobs, to expand their business
and, in the process, living throughout
their lifetime relatively modestly in
order to expand their business and be
successful. We are talking about a jobs
bill and marginal rate cuts, 80 percent
of which are going to small entre-
preneurs to create jobs, which ought to
be something we would separate from
the CEO who may make a lot more
money and doesn’t need a tax cut.

I want to speak generally about taxes
and some reference to the tax bill of 2
years ago that the President’s pro-
posals are going to be building on, be-
cause I was chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee when that bill
passed. I had a good working relation-
ship with my colleague, Senator BAU-
CUS, in getting that bill to the floor
and to the President.

On June 7, 2001, President Bush
signed tax relief legislation. For the
first time in a generation, every in-
come tax paying American received
much needed tax relief. Unfortunately,
in the period since Americans first
started to receive their rebate checks,
the effect of this legislation has been
distorted. The distortion comes in the
form of often-repeated bogus criticisms
of the tax cut. This repetition has cre-
ated what I will call three myths of the
tax cut.

The first myth is that the bipartisan
tax relief was a partisan Republican
product. The second is that the bipar-
tisan tax relief package is the primary
source of our current budget problems.
The third myth is that the tax relief
favored the wealthy over low and mid-
dle income taxpayers.

Compare the first myth against the
record. Often we hear the phrase Re-
publican tax cut or partisan tax cut. In
fact, the tax cut was bipartisan.
Twelve Democratic Senators voted for
the conference report. Senator JEF-
FORDS also voted for the conference re-
port. That’s over one-fourth of the
Democratic Caucus.

Let’s take a look at the second myth.
How many time have we heard in de-
bate or seen written in the media the
charge that the bipartisan tax relief
caused the current and projected defi-
cits. Cold hard numbers tell a different
story. Cold hard numbers from the
Congressional Budget Office, the Office
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